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Subject: FY 1999 Interagency Implementation Team Field Reviews 


To: Regional Executives 
Harv Forsgren, Regional Forester Region 6, USDA Forest Service 
Dale Bosworth, Regional Forester Region 1, USDA Forest Service 
Jack Blackwell, Regional Forester Region 4, USDA Forest Service 
Elaine Zielinski, State Director Oregon/ Washington, USDI Bureau of Land 
Management 
Martha Hahn, Idaho State Director, USDI Bureau of Land Management 
Larry Hamilton, Montana State Director, USDI Bureau of Land Management 
Anne Badgley, Regional Director, Region 1, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ralph Morgenweck, Regional Director, Region 6, USDI Fish and Wildlife 
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Wildlife Service. 
Kemper McMaster, Supervisor Helena, Montana, Field Office, USDI Fish and 
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William Stelle, Regional Administrator, USDC National Marine Fisheries Service 
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RA 


From: Interagency Implementation Team 


The Interagency Implementation Team (IIT) Chartered on December 11, 1998, established a 
Task Team to conduct field reviews during the fourth quarter of fiscal year (FY) 1999. Four 
reviews were conducted. (Enclosure) 


The IIT Field Review Team Leaders (Team Leaders) met on December 3 to discuss the findings 
of their respective reviews. It was a consensus of the Team Leaders and several of the 
Regulatory Agency (RA) staff, who participated on one or more of the reviews, that Forest 
Service (FS) Forests and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Districts in the basin are doing a 
good job in implementing the conditions outlined in the Biological Opinions (BOs) for 
PACFISH and INFISH. This finding is a marked improvement when compared to the findings 
of how PACFISH was implemented during fiscal years 1995/96/97. Field reviews during that 
period revealed a lack of understanding and commitment to meeting the obligations of the 
PACFISH BO; this was not found in any of the four reviews conducted in FY 1999. 
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The following are findings common in two or more of the reviews. The IIT is recommending 
actions to address each finding either by the IIT work plan for FY2000 or by specific actions 
required by Regional Executives. 


1. There continues to be the lack of adequate staff, particularly from RAs, to fully staff 
all Level 1 Teams. This is particularly true in western Montana. 


Recommendation: 


Take advantage of opportunities for IPA's (Intergovernmental Personnel Act’s), detailers, etc., to 


meet short-term consultation needs. Encourage RAs to staff up to meet consultation 
commitments. Establish procedures to add efficiency to consultation (Level 4 interagency 
coordinators have committed to address this finding). | 


2. It was noted, particularly where new listings are occurring, that some Level 1 and 
Level 2 Teams are not fully functional. In some cases, Level 2 Teams have never met to provide 
the direction oversight to Level 1 Teams. 


Recommendation: 


Develop a training module and make it available to field units with newly listed species. 
Request that leadership teams on these units have a working knowledge of INFISH and 
PACFISH BOs. Encourage field units to exchange ideas with adjacent units. Request that 
Regional Executives make implementation of the BOs a performance element on the field unit’s 
annual performance evaluation. 


3. The implementation monitoring protocols established for grazing by the Interagency 
Implementation Monitoring Task Team were not being followed by all field units. Much of the 
success (or lack of) can be attributed to the commitment that had been made to meet this 
direction. Monitoring modules are not available for other resources areas such as timber, 
minerals, etc, and need to be developed. 


Recommendation: 


Agencies need to reaffirm their commitments to meeting the implementation monitoring 
protocols. There needs to be a commitment to meeting additional implementation monitoring 
protocols in FY2000. In FY2000, the IIT Monitoring Team will prepare the Implementation 
Monitoring Module for grazing, timber, and recreation. Work will also continue on effectiveness 
monitoring. The IIT Monitoring Team will coordinate with Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Project staff. 


4. Communications between the IIT and respective Level 1 and 2 Teams was lacking in | 
some units. In many units, new staff have been assigned and are not fully aware of the BOs. 


Recommendation: 


SINALNOOD 


07-9] isndny 


Z 3dos-o¢ isnsny 
Q] [AUT g/Inoyeyy JAY ayeus idp/stjypeyo/uowyes 


LI-€1 Joquiojdog 


o]puvyueg /JoyeAUeO]) 


L-p 1990190 
B]NOSSIJAL/O]O'T 













¢ ee 


; ros TB ry i Sin ¥¢ t HOME GOG i) BOIS IN 











“i . * ae rat “7. . . 
List ty Manpods To Woe “i oF acunities srody . 
. . y Pp ‘ 1 ’ . 
rT *, rh Bi . Gi @°bl 4 , i & 
n ; 
phe Tl morte} 
" jy) reat re ™ 
ow 
ra * , - ) oye 
» - n - um ™ ‘ ye me if Cal ny vy ; : 
ash . ‘i 
! j 5 Cutt f j ; Ho) Ftaita id 
' 
‘ ben may ‘at oT tr? . 
aie Te - bd s ce My Fy ij f, PES Ee : 
. . . 
C ta hi g 
; TOD SEIS 
ss 
i ; tr 
: ' fe de ¢ - 
es je ' 4 , 
; . 4 Ri : 4 7 ’ 
e-4 a » “a 
a ii 2554 a JF & wv) Oe 
» t 
“cpg at 4) ry A 7 
* 
‘ ' , 7 3 : aS 7 < ”* a 
‘ , os Of 
} , 4 
‘ 
F A 
hy ; 7 i bes tu 
; , J Y P 7 1 
d ’ : 
4 ; ‘ : - y ‘. 
; a ee ns mr fai + MSY 9 
i ' 
y : £15 
° yf ' ) i ry rt i «4 
j 4 f ; 4 
— , , y 
m : inpatett 1 
; ; Att ; j rk 
Y 4 
i 
J : d er" Ww 4 n a 
' § : ‘ ~s err A 
, " it I ‘a t } 
— il ont fae He a8 pertter 
, . ae ‘ wa st 
ré 7 Ny 4 : 
, « dA - . 
Po 1, “ee ~— 
ma 4 { ey of | eT; 
: + 
| — ‘el ¥ , 
: * F ’ oN 
si L : } - » ax : 4 ‘ 5 ae | “si =. 
3 i { c f he . . 
: 4s . > y Sit 
} ¢ P , ‘ - 4, 
; \ ACS oro ‘ Pe : i wt ¢ ei) 
; 4 grtitys — Ne . 
, : : J , 
rf re +? oJ 
Mare I ‘\e Oy hae poh ed 
{ 
7 
- P 7 toy 9 
RAL wid Bie | a - 1} p bye . v é au PeRE raw 
4 . . Ps - 
atone _—, » Mos . 
} " fot? , A ae.ae | eT Th Li 48 Mu rat aee tt | 3 
regy 4h ‘ fe . 
‘ 4 ¥ ss Su . a7) 
. ' i 
; 
: 4 
j . 
[ 4 





— 3S - aa ~ 





The IIT is developing a web site and will address this concern in the development of their 2000 
plan of work. 


5. Commitments--In some situations, agency commitments were such that full 
implementation of the BOs were difficult even though there was good effort made by all to 
accommodate them. 


Recommendations: 


1. Request Regional Executives reaffirm their agencies commitment to the IIT Charter 
‘signed on December 11, 1998. . 


2. Make implementation of PACFISH and INFISH BOs a performance element for field 
managers and lay staff. , 


The IIT has scheduled briefing for the Regional Executives for February 17 when we will be 
prepared to address these findings and other issues concerning the IIT. 


GORDON HAUGEN 
Interagency Implementation Team Coordinator 


Enclosure 


ic: 

Interagency Implementation Team 

FS Forest Supervisors, Regions 1, 4, 6 
BLM District Managers, OR/WA, ID, MT 
FWS Boise Field Office 

NMFS Boise Field Office 
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PACFISH/INFISH BIOLOGICAL OPINIONS 
FIELD REVIEWS 1999 
Contents 


August 16-20: Salmon/Challis NF FS & Upper Snake River District BLM 
Team Leader: Kerry Overton, FS 


August 30-September 2: Malheur NF FS and Prineville District BLM 
Team Leader: Bill Burbridge, FS 


September 13-17: Upper Columbia-Salmon Clearwater BLM District and 
Panhandle NF FS 
Team Leader: Dave Brunner, BLM 


October 4-7: FS Lolo NF and BLM Missoula Field Office 
Team Leader: Mike Crouse, BLM 
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Little Lost River INFISH Field Review 


Executive Summary 


‘Kerry Overton, Team Leader 
August 16-20, 1999 


An INFISH field review was conducted on the USFS Lost River Ranger District, Salmon-Challis 
National Forest and the BLM Upper Snake River District, BLM Idaho Falls Resource Area, in 
the Little Lost River Drainage. Both field units demonstrated their understanding of INFISH and 
their commitment to Bull trout conservation. The following field activities were observed by the 
interagency field review team: 


1) Biologists from both units have established cooperative BLM/USFS fish and fish 
habitat surveys and studies to identify Bull trout occupied stream-riparian areas and 
habitat issues. 

2) Using the above information, land use activities that had the potential to effect Bull 
trout and their habitat were being identified and addressed. 

3) Both units had placed emphasis on achieving stream-riparian protection and 
improvement of Bull trout areas through adaptive management strategies, e.g. BLM 
area had established riparian pastures through an earlier initiative that was improving 
stream-riparian areas; USFS ranger district was working with the grazing association 
and NRCS on herding techniques to minimize livestock use of stream-riparian areas. 

4) Both units had an understanding of the requirements of INFISH and the Biological 
Opinions; and had established good communication between the federal agencies 
(USFS, BLM, NRCS, USF&WL) and the land users (grazing association). 

5) Both units stated, that because of limited personnel, dollars and higher priorities, 
stream-riparian areas outside of defined important Bull trout habitat were not 
receiving the same level of attention and protection. 

6) Both units indicated that they did not have a clear picture of all the different teams, 
activities and priorities associated with the IIT. Because of limited staff, the ability to 
stay on top of all of the administrative and technical information and activities was 
impossible, they were in an information over-load. 


In summary, the field review team felt that the progress observed towards stream-riparian 
protection and recovery of important Bull trout areas was the result of the units efforts to obtain 
good biological and habitat information; they have a good understanding of the INFISH 
objectives and requirements; and, they had developed good communication between users and 
agencies to work towards meeting the INFISH requirements. They do not have a strategic plan 
for the entire Little Lost River drainage (e.g. subbasin assessment and conservation/restoration 
plan) to assist them in dealing with overall watershed condition and emerging issues to deal with 
the metapopulation concept, exotic species invasion and the role of non-federal lands in recovery 
of native trout. 
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Koverton 9/10/99 
Final Report 


PACFISH/INFISH Implementation Field Review 
August 16" to 20, 1999 


Field Review Area: 
* Lost River Ranger District, Salmon-Challis National Forest. 
* Upper Snake River District, BLM Idaho Falls Resource Area. 


Salmon-Challis NF/Idaho Falls BLM area field review team: 
Don Martin, EPA Monitoring Team Representative, Facilitator 
Susan Martin, F& WL IIT Representative 
Ed Murrell, NMFS Representative 
Lew Brown, BLM, IIT Representative 
Rick Stowell, USFS, INFISH Technical Representative 
Frank Guzman, USFS Range Technical Representative 
Ken Heffner, USFS R4 Regional Hydrologist 
Kerry Overton, USFS-RMRS, Team Leader 


Field Review Team General Summary: 


Le Field Review summary covers the following projects: 
1) USFS Lost River Ranger District: 
1) Pass Creek Allotment; 
2) ~ Hilts Creek Timber Sale; 
3) Mill Creek Trailhead. 


2) BLM Upper Snake River District: 
1) Holly Mountain Allotment (Squaw Cr., Wet Cr.) 
2) Sawmill Creek Riparian Project 


Zs The USFS and BLM field units demonstrated their commitment to identifying, 
protecting, and restoring important Bull Trout stream-riparian areas through the 
following field observed activities: 


1) Cooperative BLM/USFS fish and fish habitat information/database consisting of 
habitat, fish population and fish distribution-temperature studies; 

2) Screening of land use activities for identifying and minimizing direct effects to 
occupied Bull Trout habitat; 


Koverton 9/10/99 

3) Emphasis on achieving stream-riparian protection and Bsus through 
adaptive management strategies; 

4) Understanding of the requirements of INFISH and the Biological Opinion; 

5) Established good communication between the federal agencies (USFS, BLM, 
NRCS, USF&WL) and the land users (grazing association); 

6) Established monitoring (greenline, field checks) to keep tabs on land use 
activities and riparian vegetation improvement; 

7) Were following the Biological Opinion (Little Lost River) and had developed and 
were using a Watershed Analysis (Draft Version); 

8) Appropriately applied the Likely-to-Adversely-Affect calls on project screening. 


The following are field review team comments and recommendations for the 
USFS/BLM field units: 


1) Continue progress towards stream-riparian protection, maintenance and 
restoration on all INFISH areas; 

1) Both BLMW/USFS field units identified some non-Bull trout stream-riparian 
areas in need of protection and restoration, but scarce resources (personnel, 
information and funding) limited abilities to fully address. 

2) Prepare to fully implement the grazing implementation eee module for the 
FY2000 grazing season; 

3) Maintain close scrutiny of defined occupied bull trout sopulstions and habitats to 
protect against any anthropogenic threats; 

4) Work with Idaho Fish & Game to increase public awareness and address 

_ protection measures regarding bull trout; 

5) An aquatic subbasin assessment and development of a conservation and 
restoration strategy could be pulled together easily for the Little Lost River 
subbasin (4" HUC). This was not discussed at the field review. Available 
current and historical population distributional information (Ranger 
District/BLM District current data) and the Inland West species status and 
hydrologic classifications (6" HUC) could rapidly be pulled together to 
formulate a conservation-restoration strategy for the Little Lost River Bull Trout 
subbasin/metapopulation, and be an efficient means to address brook trout, other 
salmonids, whirling disease potential, irrigation diversions, private and federal 
land management. 

6) USFS/BLM biologists believe that the one-on-one communication between them 
and the USF& WL biologist was very effective at designing and modifying 
projects to meet the intent of INFISH. 

7) Review Team wanted to recognize the excellent forethought that the Forest and 
BLM had for the development of their riparian, habitat and fish population 


Koverton 9/10/99 
database that has assisted them in developing and tracking management 
strategies. 

8) As stream-riparian areas improve, consider other grazing strategies to ensure a 
healthy diversity of all resources, i.e. concern over upland vegetation shifts 
resulting from increased grazing pressure in uplands because of the riparian 
pasture grazing strategy. 

9) Grazing Implementation Monitoring Module - Didn't get the cards, but had the 
document and one or two went to the training. The Lost River RD is getting the 
module applied in some cases, and the BLM plan on doing it on a 100% of their 
pastures with there own personnel. Field Unit personnel made the following 
comments regarding the Module: module protocols weren’t burdensome, found 
useful, permittees were interested and needed time for training and more 
familiarity. District and BLM felt 20% not a large enough sample to check 
compliance, RD will do more (probably 80%). District said they were used to 
asking for that level of information and more. 


D_ Field Unit comments or suggestions for the Field Review Team, IIT and the Task 
Teams: : 


1) Field Units are suffering from information overload. Field units do not have a 
clear view of how the IIT, task teams products, UCRB, different initiatives 

(e.g. Inland West, NRIS, INFRA), etc. fit together, and how it is perceived by 

upper management how these activities or products will translate into actual 

land management. They can only respond to direction passed down from the 

RF through the Forest Supervisor. 

1) Field Review Team recommends that the IIT develop a concise writeup 
and/or flow-chart to explain all the parts and activities, strategies and 
consultations to describe how they all fit together. 

2) Field Units were not sure how to prepare for the field review. 

1) Field Review Team recommends clearly defining what they want to see 
prior to the review. Prior to this review, the field review objectives, 
project selection criteria, and the project questions were forwarded to 
the field units. Some of the questions ask about supporting 
documentation. The field units were not sure if they were to supply all 
of the supporting documentation. This field review team expressed 
more interest in hearing there answers to the questions regarding 
supporting documentation rather then receiving reams of 
documentation. IIT may want to reword questions and/or define more 
clearly the level of documentation. 


-E Field review team recommendations to the IIT: 
1) Distribute the final “Priority/Key Watershed” task team report to field units, as 
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there is confusion on the terms and definitions of Priority and Key 
Watersheds. 

2) Need to educate all levels of field units on the “effects determinations”, as there 
is confusion on the criteria and outcomes of an affects determination. For 
instance, there needs to be more guidance on “Likely to Adversely Affect” 
determinations, especially on short-term negative effects of projects aimed at 
long-term benefits. 

1) Field review team needs to have a facilitator to help keep the review on track and 
insure that all field forms are completed. 

2) Field review teams may want to consider having a laptop with blank electronic 
field review forms to eliminate the extra step of typing the summary results at 
a latter date. 

3) Consider sending “Kudos” to cooperators who are assisting the agencies in 
implementing PACFISH/INFISH. For example, the grazing association was 
working well with the agencies in striving for protection and improvement of 
riparian conditions. 

4) Recommend a facilitator (Don Martin for this field review) for all field reviews. 
Don kept the review team on track and insured all forms were completed and 
limited time was used wisely. 


G. Project specific questionnaires are available upon request. 


H. Field Review Process Steps Used for the Lost River RD/Idaho Falls District Review: 


1. 


Vitae oo 2 


SD 


Field Review Team office meet to get synchronized on project review process (1 -2 
hours). Each field review team member filled out a project questionnaire for each 
project. Have enough project questionnaires for each team member per project. 

Field Unit and Field Review Team office meet for introductions, cover field review 
objectives, project selection criteria, field unit general overview of area, projects and 
issues, and field review logistics (vehicles, lunches, time) (2 hrs). 

Arrive at project Site. 

Project overview by field unit - Overall project goals, clarify issues, general questions. 

Site visit & discussion with field unit - Site wandering. 

Before leaving that site, the field review team and the field units grouped-up, and the 
field unit answered the questions on the project spats os 

Move on to next site (visited 2 to 3 sites a day). 


. Field Review Team at end of site visits develops one master questionnaire by consensus 


and summarizes findings. 

At end of field reviews, close-out with field units on general findings of the review and 
solicit feedback from the field units regarding the field review process, 
recommendations to the IIT and task teams. 
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Malheur NF - Prineville District Review 
Bill Burbridge, FS R4 Team Leader 
Dick Lindenmuth, FS/Dorothy Mason, BLM Leader Assistants 
Executive Summary 
August 30, 1999 


During the week of August 30, an Interagency Team (Team) conducted a field review of the 
Malheur National Forest (NF) and the Prineville District of the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) to evaluate compliance with PACFISH/INFISH and the Biological Opinion (BO) for 
Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout. Overall, the Team observed some exceptional work to 
conserve these aquatic species on all the units we visited and some excellent recovery of certain 
riparian systems. Our principle finding in this review was that coordination, collaboration, and 
communication between and within the agencies responsible for implementing PACFISH, 
INFISH, and the BO's emphasize the use of a collaborative approach among managers to 
establish priorities for watershed analyses, watershed restoration, road decommissioning, and 
overall program emphasis. At the time of this review, very little collaboration was occurring. 


One example is that the Forest Service (FS) was moving forward with watershed analysis, some 
of which included BLM lands. The BLM was not involved, or made aware. Also, there was not 
a Level 1 or 2 consultation process in place that could help facilitate this coordination. In many 
situations, communication within the agency was lacking, i.e., across field units; this appeared to 
be creating much frustration and confusion. This lack of coordination was an issue the field 
units were in the process of addressing. They advised the Team that they were organizing Level 
1 and 2 teams on a watershed basis. 


Overall, there appeared to be good understanding of the content of PACFISH and INFISH. 
However, there was considerable discussion on the interpretation of those standards, especially 
as related to activities that can occur in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA's). For the 
most part, units appeared to be staying out of RHCA's with roads and timber harvests to avoid 
appeals and litigation on those actions. 


There was also inconsistent understanding and application of the Grazing Implementation 
Monitoring Module. In addition, limited aquatics baseline information was being collected. 
Almost all the information related to recovery of the riparian and aquatic sections was riparian 
transects and photographs. Very little quantitative data was being collected on width-depth rates, 
sediment, woody debris, etc. 


Grazing appears to be an activity at risk as related to consultation. Grazing on the BLM lands is 
largely spring grazing; with the listing of mid-Columbia steelhead, there is an issue of "take" 
with grazing occurring during the spawning period for steelhead. Grazing on BLM lands had not 
completed consultation, running the risk of not being able to turn cattle out in the spring of 2000. 
On the Malheur NF, the Team observed riparian pastures where cattle had been allowed to graze 
too long had resulted in excessive utilization and raw streambanks. 


Lastly, there was no action being taken to batch or bundle projects for consultation as required 
under the BO's. 
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12/1/99 FINAL REPORT 


PACFISH/INFISH/BIOLOGICAL OPINION (BO) FIELD REVIEW 
(August 30 - Sept 2, 1999) 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) PRINEVILLE DISTRICT 
and MALHEUR NATIONAL FOREST (NF) 


FIELD REVIEW AREA 


e Prairie City and Bear Valley Ranger Districts, Malheur NF 
e Deschutes and Central Oregon Resource Areas, Prineville District BLM 


This is one of 4 field reviews being conducted in FY 1999. The other areas include: 


e Salmon-Challis NF/Idaho Falls Resource Area, BLM 
e Lolo NF/Garnet Resource Area, BLM 
e Idaho Panhandle NF/BLM 


Field review included discussions and visits of the following projects: 


e Delude and Frog Springs Grazing Allotments-Deschutes RA, Prineville District 

e South Fork John Day River Grazing (BLM and FS)-Murderers Creek, Rockpile, and Big 
Baldy Allotments 

e Aspen Regeneration in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA)-South Fork John 

Day 

Dispersed Recreation-South Fork John Day 

BST Project-Murderers Creek 

13 Road Bridge Replacement-John Day River 

Dry Fork Timber Sale 

Frosty Gulch Precommercial Thinning 

Sullens Allotment 


FIELD REVIEW TEAM (Team) 


Bill Burbridge; FS; Ogden, Utah; Team Leader 

Dorothy Mason; BLM; Baker, Oregon 

Randy Tweten; National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); Portland, Oregon 
Dick Lindenmuth; FS; Portland, Oregon 

Jerry Cordova; US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS); Bend, Oregon 


FIELD REVIEW OBJECTIVES 


e To determine how well PACFISH/INFISH and the BO requirements are understood and 
being applied. 
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e Feedback loop for the field, managers and the Interagency Implementation Team (IIT) on 
issues and concerns relative to the BOs, PACFISH/INFISH. 


COMMENDATIONS 
Overall we wish to commend the BLM and FS staff for taking the time to interact with us and for 
the planning and logistic support. We recognize there are many ongoing priorities and we 


appreciate everyone's time involved in this field review. 


1. The Team recognizes the effort the BLM put into developing batched Biological Assessments 
(BAs) for ongoing actions. 


2. The BLM is putting a lot of effort in working with private landowners and watershed 
councils. . | 


3. The BLM is focused on getting results on the ground. 
4. The monitoring of riparian vegetation is showing upward trend. 


5. The Team recognizes proactive efforts since the Salmon Summit in doing aquatic inventories 
and changes in riparian management. 


6. The BLM and FS are aware of the IIT. 


7. There is good coordination with Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODF&W) on 
spawning surveys. 


8. The Team acknowledges the complexity of scattered land management of BLM and 
recognizes extra effort needed to do management. 


9. The Team recognizes the high professional level and expertise of BLM and FS working on 
implementation of PACFISH/INFISH and BOs. 


10. Good job on the coordinated Allotment Management Plan (AMP) between ODF&W, BLM, 
FS, and private landowners. 


11. Good job on the modification of the culvert on Smokey Creek for fish passage will extend 
the range of rearing habitat for steelhead. This was also done in partnership with Grant County. 


12. BLM's establishment of a cottonwood nursery and the planting of young cottonwood is 
commended. 


13. Efforts by Malheur NF to restore aspen in RHCAs is commendable. 


14. Malheur NF is moving ahead with road and culvert inventories which will contribute to the 
maintenance, decommissioning, and corrective opportunities for fish and water. 
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15. Malheur NF has a good knowledge of PACFISH/INFISH standards but may not be taking 
advantage of flexibility opportunities. 


16. The Team appreciates the Malheur NF's willingness to focus the review on difficult issues 
that required candid interaction e.g., determination of employees to bring forth issues needing 
resolution such as trespass livestock, the 13 Road Bridge, and grazing monitoring. 


17. The Malheur NF and FWS did excellent pre-planning and design on the 13 Road Bridge 
Project on relatively short notice. After the problem was identified prompt action was taken. 


18. The Team recognizes the Malheur NF's efforts to establish "reference" reaches to help in 
establishing Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs). 


19. The Team recognizes the efforts of the Blue Mountain Interagency team to establish 4 Level 
I and II teams based on watershed boundaries. This would facilitate much more efficient WA 
processes. 


OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Streamlining 


1. The BLM does not participate in streamlining procedures. There is no functioning 
interagency Level I and II working teams. The BLM should work towards the establishment of 
and participate in interagency (BLM, FS, FWS, NMFS) Level I and II teams. 


2. Spring grazing of livestock in relation to listed steelhead consultation is unresolved. This 
needs to be a high priority for Level I and II including FS, BLM, FWS, and NMFS. 


3. NMFS and FWS are not involved with FS and BLM in identifying restoration and WA 
priorities. This should occur as an interagency effort. 


4. The Malheur NF is struggling with compliance with PACFISH direction such as the cutting 
of hazard trees, landings, temporary roads in RHCAs, and pre-commercial thinning. We believe 
many of these issues can be addressed and resolved through functioning interagency Level 1 
teams. 


5. There is not a clear understanding or expectation of Level 1 and 2 teams or Streamlining 
overall. We recommend FS and BLM read July 1999 streamlining guidance package. 


6. Land management agency projects are not being brought to functioning interagency Level 1 
teams. We recommend that an effective interagency (FS, BLM, FWS, and NMFS) Level 2 team 
be established to prioritize project proposals for consultation. We also recommend that FWS 
and NMFS explore opportunities for expanded staff for Level 1 participation on the eastside of 
Oregon. ' 
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Watershed Analysis 


1. The BLM does not do WA because of low percent of ownership in watersheds. They should 
focus their first WAs in watersheds where the percent is higher (50 percent or greater or where 
the FS is taking the lead). This should be done with FS where appropriate. Proceed with 
identifying high priority areas for WA. 


2. There is not a clear understanding between BLM and FS of the priority for WA in the South 
Fork John Day drainage. The FS is going ahead with WA in Deer Creek and has completed 
Murderers Creek. The BLM manages the lower reaches and have not been involved in this WA. 
There is also acknowledgement that the South Fork has high sediment levels without a good 
understanding of its source. We believe a joint WA with FS and BLM would help to identify 
these sources and help prioritize restoration activities. 


3. Priority setting is being done for decommissioning roads, culvert replacement, AMP 
revisions, and WA without the involvement of the other agencies. These efforts appear to be 
functionally driven. We recommend that this prioritization be integrated and WA be the process 
to integrate these efforts. 


Monitoring 


1. It appears the baseline condition is based primarily on riparian vegetation assessment, 
excluding the PACFISH list of RMOs. Establishment and collection of this baseline condition is 
very important. It is also very important to coordinate the collection of this data with watershed 
councils, counties, and other agencies. 


2. The Team is concerned on the BLM incomplete application of grazing implementation 
monitoring. This is required by the BOs. Also the BLM did not attend the monitoring 
workshops but did have 

Ron Wiley go over the material with them. Without compliance this leaves the BLM vulnerable 
for litigation and prevents attainment of regional evaluation of the implementation monitoring. 


3. On Malheur NF there appeared to be excessive grazing in RHCAs along Deer Creek with 
many raw streambanks. Permittees have been advised that they are responsible for monitoring 
and moving livestock. However, it appears that livestock grazed these units beyond acceptable 
levels. Several stragglers were observed beyond the 8/25 off date. 


4. The use of photo monitoring points is good but they were never followed up with anything 
else. A lack of quantitative measurements results in a loss of ability to set a baseline. 


Communication and Coordination 
1. There is concern the John Day draft river plan NEPA document has not gone through 


interagency coordination and ESA consultation. Promptly initiate ESA consultation through the 
interagency Level I team. 
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2. WA and ESA consultations should include all federal and selected state agencies with 
jurisdiction within that watershed. 


ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE IIT 


1. IIT needs to provide leadership to encourage wide-spread application of WA. Distribute 
examples of of quality WAs. This leadership must stress to Regional Offices and State Offices 
much better funding to do Watershed analyatsy Jeff Blackwood is willing to help write a 
briefing paper on this issue. 


2. Materials being developed by IIT are not getting to field. 


pol idh needs to renew its focus on communicating BO requirements, for example, executive 
summaries and workshops for field units. ; 


4. There is inconsistent application and understanding of the Grazing Implementation 
Monitoring Module such as maximum v minimum question and when to do scorecards. JIT 
needs to critique application of 1999 Grazing Implementation Monitoring Module and modify as 
needed. Improve communication of both implementation and effectiveness monitoring both 
internally and externally long before the 2000 grazing season. The 2000 grazing season 
direction letter to the agencies should be signed by all agencies. BLM and FS needa better 
understanding of the cost of implementing the grazing modules. 


OBSERVATIONS 

1. Future of livestock grazing on BLM and FS appears at risk due to a limited baseline 
information and monitoring, complex consultation issues over effects of spring grazing on 
listed fish, and limited staff to address these issues. 

i Throughout the review the team observed high stress and frustration levels of the employees. 
3. Communication on the Forest and between Forests is not effective related to key documents 
and direction i.e., implementation monitoring, FWS letter, Roads Task Team 3 ring binder, etc. 
Team recommends that a communication framework be established to assure improved internal 


and external coordination. 


4. Little or no progress on batching and bundling future projects as the focus is on completion of 
consultation on ongoing projects. 


5. Reviews should be established through line management and prioritized by them. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


What does all this mean to the field and management? There are at least three common 
denominators found throughout these comments: 


1. Communication -- 


Internal to the Prineville BLM District or Malhuer NF 

Among other Forests and/or BLM Districts 

Interagency -- USFS, BLM, NMFS, FWS, the IIT, and PACFISH/INFISH review teams 
External -- adjacent landowners and interested publics 


2. Early involvement -- 


e Prioritization of restoration opportunities, watershed analysis, road decomissioning, etc. 
e Planning analysis and implementation 
e BA and BO 


3. Continued interagency participation 


e From the issue identification phase, to the implementation step, on into the monitoring 
and feedback process 


If you heard from this review nothing more than a long list of concerns, take note of the 
following: We all can take comfort in the fact that the growing pains we are experiencing in this 
arena of PACFISH/INFISH implementation, all agencies involved within the region are going 
through this learning phase as resource management issues continue to become more complex. 
We do, however, have among us, all the necessary tools, expertise, and agency commitment to 
achieve the recommendations provided by this team. Obviously a boost of staff and funding in 
key areas, such as watershed planning, interagency coordination, and range management, would 
set in motion the solution at even a quicker pace. 


The Team extends their appreciatiation to all those involved in the field review, from those who 


participated in one or more of the site visits, to those who worked hard in the background to 
make this interagency effort a success. 
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Clearwater/Panhandle 
September 13-17 








Panhandle National Forest - Upper 
Columbia/Salmon/ Clearwater District BLM 


Executive Summary 
Dave Brunner, Team Leader 


During the week of September 10, 1999, an interagency team conducted a field review of the 
Panhandle NF and the UCSC District-Bureau of Land Management. The purpose of this review 
was to evaluate compliance with direction in INFISH and the Biological Opinion for Bull Trout. 
(This area is outside the range of anadromy). Ten projects or issues were field reviewed or 
discussed. Overall, the field units visited St Joe and Coeur d' Alene Ranger Districts and the 
Emerald Empire Resource Area have both management and a key staff with a great 
understanding of the INFISH and BO requirements, and fully support and require the application 
of this direction to all appropriate activities. There is a close working relationship within the 
Level I consultation team and an apparent dedication to not only appropriate mitigation and 
project design, but also to active restoration activities in watersheds. 


As with many activities, available dollars has inhibited both the implementation of projects and 
the restoration of watersheds. In some cases, beyond the need for dollars, there is confusion 
about activities in RHCAs that can be modified to meet RMOs. In other cases, some undesirable 
results continue because of this confusion (Emerald Creek recreational mining and the livestock 
grazing in lower Emerald Creek). However, these field units have made great strides toward 
meeting the requirements and have high potential to be leaders in the protection and restoration 
of fish habitats as prescribed in INFISH and the Bull Trout BO. Management emphasis is the key 
to making the required gains and our collective commitment. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Idaho State Office 

1387 South Vinnell Way 

Boise, Idaho 83709-1657 
In Reply Refer To: 6840 (930) October 26, 1999 
Memorandum 
To: Interagency Implementation Team 
From: Dave Brunner, Team Lead 
Subject: Upper Columbia-Salmon Clearwater BLM District and Panhandle National 


Forest INFISH/Bull Trout Biological Opinion Implementation Field Review 


Attached is a copy of the final review report. Thanks again to everyone who made it a success. 


Signed Authenticated 

J. David Brunner Sharon Olendorff 
DSD, Resource Services Staff Assistant (ID930) 
Attachment 

CC: 


_ District Manager, BLM UCSC 

Supervisor, Panhandle NF 

Brett Roper, Panhandle NF 

Kathy Stangl, BLM Cottonwood Field Office 
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INFISH/BULL TROUT BIOLOGICAL OPINION (BO) FIELD REVIEW 
September 13-17, 1999 \ 
Upper Columbia/Salmon Clearwater District 
Bureau of Land Management 
Panhandle National Forest 
U.S. Forest Service 


Field Review Area 


St. Joe and Coeur d’Alene Ranger Districts and Emerald Empire Resource Area 


This is one of four field reviews being conducted in FY 1999. Other areas include: 


Salmon/Challis National Forest and Idaho Falls BLM Resource Area 
Lolo National Forest and BLM Garnet Resource Area 
Malheur National Forest and BLM Prineville District 


Field review included discussions and visits to the following projects: 


Fernan Heli Timber Sale - FS 
Killarney Lake Timber Sale - BLM 
St. Joe Sub-basin Integrated Ecosystem Restoration Strategy - Discussion 


Only - FS 


Huckleberry Campground - Discussion Only 

Emerald Creek Grazing Allotment - FS 

Emerald Creek Recreational Mining Activity - FS 

Beauty Bay Campground Stream Restoration - FS 

Beauty Bay CERCLA Site/Road Obliteration - FS 

Blue Bay Acquisition - BLM 

Blue Bay Recreation Site - BLM (Fritz’s Boat Ramp and Office Site) 


Field Review Team 


Dave Brunner, BLM Idaho State Office, Team Lead 
Cindy Swanson, USFS, Region 1 

Jim Caswell, USFS, Clearwater National Forest 
Chuck Dunn, USFWS, Portland Regional Office 
Ken Troyer, NMFS, Boise Field Office 


Field Review Objectives 


To assess how well PACFISH, INFISH, and Biological Opinion requirements are 
understood and are being applied. 


To provide a feedback loop to staff, managers, and the Interagency Implementation Team 


1 


on issues and concerns relative to implementation of PACFISH, INFISH, and the BOs. 
Acknowledgments 
The Team wished to thank Brett Roper, Fisheries Biologist on the Panhandle National 
Forest and Kathy Stang], Fisheries Biologist for the BLM for their great selection of 
projects in terms of variety and complexity which led to very meaningful discussions in 
the field. We also wish to thank Dave Wright, Forest Supervisor, and Fitz Rennebaum, 
BLM District Manager for their participation and for having key staff available for 
participation in our discussions and field visits. 
Compliments and Kudos 
if Close working relationship of BLM and FS on projects. 


2: Good Level I Team relationships between action agency and regulatory agencies. 


eh Very good understanding by BLM and FS of the requirements of INFISH and bull 
trout BO. , 


4. Great array of projects for review - the good, the bad, and the ugly. 


a: Have moved to ecosystem/watershed approach to restoration. 

6. Developing priorities and using limited funds where possible to meet priorities. 
a Great support among both the fisheries staff and management. 

8. Put a great amount of work into geographic assessment for strategic 
planning/priority setting. 

9, Developed creative ways to use existing project dollars for restoration activities. 


10. Taking INFISH one step further to do more than mitigation, i.e., restoration of 
watersheds (pulling roads). 


11. BLM, while not a huge player in watershed restoration, has taken an active role in 
habitat restoration through key acquisition. 


12. The FS and BLM’s willingness to focus the review on difficult issues that required 
some candid discussion. ; 


13. They are documenting RMO and RHCA modification commensurate with their 
ability to adjust. 


14. Great implementation monitoring on the key projects and a very good sense of the 
need for some monitoring on other projects (Garnet Mine). 


15. Reclamation activity on the Emerald Creek recreational mining was very 
thoughtful and creative. 


16. Beauty Creek is an example of having on-the-ground expertise working with the 
contractor. 


17. Beauty Creek is a great example of trying to restore a creek bed and maintain an 
existing campground. 


Comments and Suggestions 


We Improve understanding and involvement or expand the role of Level II Teams 
(i.e., CERCLA question or communication with non-federal groups). 


2% Need clarification of relationship between CERCLA and ESA on need for 
consultation (both NF and IIT). 


3: Need to maintain a higher degree of communication between segments of the 
organization on road obliteration. 


Fernan-Heli Apply like standards/controls 
Silver-tip Mine in both situations 


Have road obliteration expertise be more closely associated with any activities 
which require road obliteration. 


4. Need to develop/enhance/prioritize long-term effectiveness monitoring for those 
projects with high degrees of risk in order to learn from or substantiate improvement. 
Stay abreast of what the “Effectiveness Monitoring Task Team” is doing and play a role 
when possible. 


5... On projects such as Killarney Lake Timber Sale, an on-site visit by fisheries staff 
or perhaps improving training of other staff to ensure that standards are not overlooked. 


6. More effort needs to be put into working with private landowners in development 
of watershed improvement projects. 


ap There is an apparent need to adjust or eliminate grazing in Emerald Creek to meet 
RMO’s in INFISH. 


8. Recreation mining does not appear to be in compliance with INFISH and there is 
a need to minimize the impact of this activity. There is a need for annual rehab of the 
area to accommodate the spring/winter runoff. 


9. Need a watershed assessment/analysis to determine how activities in Emerald 
Creek relate to each other in order to evaluate the cumulative effects and make 
recommendations to mitigate and restore the drainage. Given the level of impacts and 
potential for development, the assessment may lead you to rationale for some hard trade- 
offs in order to meet INFISH/BO requirements and needs for species recovery and habitat 
restoration. . 


10. Caution needs to be the exercised when proposing developments in RHCAs (i.e., 
Blue Creek boat ramp and/or recreation site). (Contributor, Fritz) 


11. Reestablish coordination with the state (particularly Fish and Game) and establish 
coordination with Tribes. 


12. Explore flexibility contained in INFISH, BO, and streamlining guidance to further 
tailor RHCAs to aquatic restoration needs and attainment of RMOs. 


Feedback to Team 


L. Clarification of CERCLA/ESA guidance on what needs to be done - include fish 
hydrology. 


2 With new construction in RHCAs, is an EWAS required in all cases or only in 
priority watersheds. 


e. For ongoing projects that they know do not meet INFISH - what do they do? 
Minimizing vs. Restoration 


4. Without fish present, do agencies need to consult, i.e., a definition of when 
agencies need to consult. 


ar When doing these reviews, integrate with other reviews. 

6. Cost for implementation of all that we are required to do is beyond our capability. 
We need to balance what we are required to do with what we are financially capable of 
doing. 


1 Look at dates and stick with commitments in BOs. 


8. Report annual progress on INFISH/PACFISH BOs to Forest and District level 
staff. 


Conclusions 


Both the BLM and NF have an extremely high sensitivity to the requirements of INFISH 
and the BO. 


Streamlining appears to be well established for consultation. 


There is a close working relationship both between the NF and BLM and between the 
land management agencies and the USFWS. 


Communication needs to be continually worked upon to ensure that standards are met. 


The opportunities for completing priority restoration activities are severely limited by 
both the amount and method of providing funding. 
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INFISH FIELD REVIEW 
Lolo National Forest and BLM Missoula Field Office, 
Mike Crouse, BLM OR/WA, Team Leader 
October 4-7, 1999 


Summary Conclusion 


The Lolo National Forest and BLM Missoula Field Office staff and managers clearly understand 
the INFISH BO requirements and are committed to properly applying them on the ground. Both 
agencies are not viewing INFISH direction as a mere recipe to follow, but are actually working 
as a teain of resource specialists and managers to address some difficult, complicated issues. 


General Comments and Recommendations 


The team recognized that the field units are looking beyond the point problems for the 
restoration projects and looking at the bigger picture, wanting to take a ecosystem approach 
(EAWS) to management but limited by funding, time, and resources. 


The watershed councils being formed in Montana and elsewhere offer a unique and productive 
opportunity for BLM and the Forest Service to work across ownership boundaries to improve 
watershed/fish conditions. 


The Team recognize and encourage the use of the Section 10(a)(1) authorization on restoration 
projects because for FWS and potential faster turnaround for restoration/recovery related 
projects. 


The units are encouraged to place a high priority on the completion of the watershed BAs prior 
to the May 2000 deadline. These broader assessments provide the opportunity for increased 
efficiency, context setting, and prioritization of future actions. 


The team recognizes that Level 1 team staffing, particularly for the FWS, is a major 
impediment to implementation of streamlining consultation. 


The units needs to establish an active Level 2 team, and present the draft Level 1 
recommendations to this group for resolution. The team recognizes the need for a forum for 
addressing technical issues related to BO implementation and will carry these forward to the IIT. 
However, the Level 1 team is encouraged to continue to work at the local level for consensus on 
technical issues. 


Feedback to the IT Team 


Communication regarding IIT products is very important and needs to be improved. Line 
officers need to be more involved. 


There are a lot of efforts underway to meet the needs of aquatic species. In many cases these are 
unconnected. We need to do better at communicating and establishing the links between these 
efforts. 


Expectation to complete EAWS is not realistic given the declining budgets and personnel. 


The IIT sub-teams need to coordinate with field units to make sure that the work they are doing 
will be useful and doable. Without sufficient field input, region-wide efforts and requirements 
(e.g., Grazing Module) have the potential to undo focused, important efforts at the local level. 


The field units emphasized the importance of consistency within the Level 1 team in determining 
what to include in the baseline bulltrout area and in making may affect determinations. The IIT 
was asked to examine this issue in more detail and provide guidance to the field. 





_ INFISH FIELD REVIEW 
Lolo National Forest and BLM Missoula Field Office 
October 4-7, 1999 


Field Review Team 


Mike Crouse, Team Leader, BLM Oregon State Office, Portland OR 
Susan Martin, FWS, Idaho State Office, Boise ID 

Steve Grabowski, BLM Washington Office, Boise ID | 

Scott Russell, Nez Perce National Forest, Graingeville, ID 

Tom Wawro, BLM Oregon State Office, Portland OR 

Lew Brown, BLM, Coeur d’Alene ID 

Fred Bower, FS Region 1, Missoula, MT 

Gordon Haugen, FS Region 6, Portland OR (Thursday only) 


Field Review Objectives 


° Assess how well PACFISH/INFISH and associated biological opinion (BOs) 
requirements are understood and applied. 


° Provide a feedback loop between field managers and staff and the Interagency 
Implementation Team (IIT) on issues and concerns relative to implementation of 
PACFISH/INFISH and associated BOs. 


Acknowledgments and General Observations 


The IIT Field Review Team (the Team) wishes to thanks the BLM and Forest Service staff and 
managers for the excellent logistics planning and support. We recognized you have many 
ongoing priorities and we very much appreciated everyone’s time involved in the field review. 


The prework prepared by field offices for the review was very thorough and helpful. 


The participation by both technical specialists and managers throughout the field review was 
noted and appreciated. 


The projects selected for review were not just the success stories, but illustrated a wide range of 
project types, management issues, and complications. This greatly increased the Team’s 
understanding of the issues the field units are facing. The field units’ staffs were genuinely 
interested in feedback and assistance on how to handle the difficult projects. 


It was apparent to the Team that both agencies are taking the implementation of INFISH, and 
associated BOs seriously. Field technical staff are not applying INFISH direction as a mere 
recipe to follow, but using their own heads and common sense. For example, the Level 1 team 
had done a tremendous amount of work pulling together existing information to develop specific 
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Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs). By assuming extensive bull trout presence and 
distribution, the MT Level 1 team has positioned themselves to pro-actively meet their Sec 7 
(a)(1) (species recovery) responsibilities. In addition, both field managers and staff exhibited a 
broad understanding of INFISH BO requirements that was the obvious result of a lot of previous 
dialogue. 


Participation by permittees, partners, and Level 1 team members was much appreciated and very 
valuable to the review. 


Project Specific Comments and Suggestions (see attached project descriptions prepared by the 
field units). 


Big Creek Bank Stabilization Project This project was a cooperative effort with a local land 
owner and watershed group to stabilize severely eroding stream banks. The Superior Ranger 
District staff and managers candidly explained that the project developed from somewhat of an 
emergency situation and was not necessarily their highest restoration priority in the watershed. 
In the future, they intend to base restoration projects on a watershed assessment that factors in 
upstream and downstream conditions. The team recognized that it was still important to 
cooperate in the project because it established a working relationship with the local watershed 
group and served as an example for future restoration efforts. The District and team both 
recognized complications related to the design and implementation of the project, particularly 
the revegetation plan. The District is encouraged to continue to work on the revegetation plan 
for this project. The Forest and District are encouraged to continue to work with other 
watershed councils on restoration projects, guided by a watershed analysis that identifies 
restoration needs and priorities within the watershed as a whole. 


Savenac Creek Restoration Project This was a well thought-out, designed and implemented 
project (e.g., channel meander, profile and shape was replicated, and flow to the ponds was 
maintained), especially considering it opened up 11 miles of bull trout habitat and restored the 
connection to the river for $10,000. The team observed a large number of non-native plant 
species present at the site, and the District is encouraged to implement their plan for addressing 
this problem. The District is encouraged to consider whether additional willow plantings are 
needed to complete the project. The District should also consider additional screening of the 
diversion head gate to avoid entrainment of fish. This project is a good example of where the 
Section 10(a)(1) ESA authorization procedure could be used to reduce FWS workload and BO 
turnaround for restoration/recovery related projects.. 


Cedar Creek Road Maintenance This site demonstrated how mitigating measures such as 
berms along forest roads had resulted in downgrading affects determination of the road 
maintenance from likely to adversely affect (LAA) to not likely to adversely affect (NLAA). 

The Forest and District are encouraged to attempt to mitigate the adverse effects of road 
maintenance projects elsewhere if possible by including these types of mitigation measures in 
the project design. However, making a LAA call should not necessarily be viewed as a problem, 
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and should not be avoided when it is the appropriate determination. The LAA determination 
only becomes a problem when due to limited staffing the FWS is unable to complete a BO in a 
timely manner in response to these formal consultation needs. The team recognizes that this 
staffing limitation may also cause delays and frustration related to road special use permit 
requests. The road permit issue is not unique to this Forest. It has been elevated to the national 
level but remains unresolved. The road maintenance issue is an example where a functioning 
Level 2 team could have validated the Level 1 priorities for consultation to relieve some of the 
pressure on the field biologists. The Forest is encouraged to complete a programmatic 
Biological Assessment (BA) that includes all their road maintenance activities (including LAAs). 
There will be a need to maintain coordination with the IIT Roads Team to ensure there is not a 
duplication of effort. Re-initiation of consultation may be a useful tool to incorporate the results 
of the sub-team when these are complete. In addition, completion of watershed BAs should help 
put the issues of road maintenance, road location, and: road density into context in terms of 
overall impacts to listed aquatic species in a watershed. The Forest can then develop an 
approach for addressing overall road issues in a watershed. One approach may include 
development of a transportation management plan for the Forest which addresses all these 
aspects, and prioritizes actions to deal with them. 


Cedar Creek Mining Sites These sites illustrated a situation where the mining claimants were 
not able to operate this field season because a biological opinion had not been issued by the 
FWS. The Team and field units recognized that the INFISH standards and guides for mineral 
management are easily met and additional mitigation measures were added through the 
biological assessment. The Forest was interested in input from the Team about the validity of 
their LAA determination. The Team felt that peer review of this call was more appropriately 
received from the Level 1 team. As in the case of road maintenance, the root of the problem is 
the inability of FWS to respond in a timely manner due to staffing limitations. It was a concern 
to the Team that three of these Plan of Operations do not include an expiration date and will 
make consultation more difficult. However, going to a annual POO authorization schedule may 
also present problems in terms of timing and workload. The Team appreciated visiting the 
claimants on the site during the review. Their presence and personality added a great deal to the 
visit. Also the District staff are to be commended for their professional and courteous manner of 
interacting with the claimants during an obviously difficult situation. 


Sluice Gulch Allotment This field site illustrated the increased attention the BLM Missoula 
Field Office staff has put on riparian conditions as a result of the bull trout listing and the 
implementation of BLM’s Healthy Rangeland Standards and Guides. The BLM is doing an 
excellent job of working with private landowners to achieve improvements on both the public 
and private ground, especially given their limited and fragmented land ownership pattern. The 
Clarks (permitees) are also commended for their efforts and willingness to work with the BLM. 
Their presence during the review, along with the County Commissioner and Extension Agent, 
added a great deal to the discussion. The BLM is encouraged to consider the planting of shrubs 
along the fenced section of Sluice Gulch to facilitate the restoration effort, recognizing the 
problems associated with browsing of streamside shrubs by wildlife. Projects like Sluice Gulch 
have the potential to serve as examples of pro-active partnership restoration efforts that may 
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expand to other private lands. 


The hardened crossing planned for the Papoose Gulch allotment is another good example of an 
innovative solution to balancing multiple objectives, combining efficiency, low cost and low 
maintenance. Construction of the hardened crossing should be done consistent with the existing 
channel profile. 


The Rock Creek allotment isn’t scheduled for immediate fencing in order to pursue a 
cooperative partnership with the Montana Fish and Wildlife Department that would achieve a 
project of greater benefits. The Garnet Resource Area is encouraged to pursue the partnership 
project, recognizing that they may need to complete fencing of the BLM ground if the larger 
project doesn’t develop as anticipated. 


The Upper Willow allotment is another example of restoration potential and should be pursued 
when the private land ownership situation is resolved. 


In summary, the BLM projects have the potential to improve bull trout habitat not only on public 
lands, but can serve as a demonstration area for cooperative efforts with other private land 
owners in the basin. 


General Comments & Suggestions 


The team recognized that the field units are looking beyond the point problems for the 
restoration projects and looking at the bigger picture, wanting to take a ecosystem approach 
(EAWS) to management but limited by funding, time, and resources. 


The watershed councils being formed in Montana and elsewhere offer a unique and productive 
opportunity for BLM and the Forest Service to work across ownership boundaries to improve 
watershed/fish conditions. We need to put special emphasis on working with these groups since 
they have influence and funding. Use of Wyden Amendment authority is one mechanism to 
cooperate in restoration projects on private land that benefit fish and wildlife resources on public 
lands. In addition to funding, BLM and the Forest Service can provide technical assistance and 
help identify restoration priorities through watershed assessments. 


_ The Team recognize and encourage the use of the Section 10(a)(1) authorization on restoration 
projects because for FWS and potential faster turnaround for restoration/recovery related 
projects. . 


The Forest and Field Office are encouraged to incorporate monitoring components into project 
design and implementation. 


The units are encouraged to place a high priority on the completion of the watershed BAs prior 
to the May 2000 deadline. These broader assessments provide the opportunity for increased 
efficiency, context setting, and prioritization of future actions. 7 
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The team recognizes that Level 1 team staffing, particularly for the FWS, is a major impediment 
to implementation of streamlining consultation. This issue will be elevated to the regional 
executives in our final report. 


The units needs to establish an active Level 2 team, and present the draft Level 1 
recommendations to this group for resolution. The team recognizes the need for a forum for 
addressing technical issues related to BO implementation and will carry these forward to the IIT. 
However, the Level 1 team is encouraged to continue to work at the local level for consensus on 
technical issues. 


Feedback to the ITT Team 


The field units provided written feedback on IIT products and processes (see attached). In 
addition, the team heard the following concerns during the field review closeout: 


1. Grazing Implementation Monitoring Module: 

Regarding possible increases in grazing implementation monitoring requirements, there seems to 
have been a misunderstanding about the potential increase in sample size (from 20% of 
allotments to 100%). The team will carry to the IIT the field units concerns regarding 
monitoring and their ability to implement these requirements. 


2. Review Format: 

A clearer description of the review’s objectives and structure would have been helpful and 
avoided unnecessary effort. The projects’ specific review questions were not particularly useful 
to the team or field units in assessing compliance with INFISH BO requirements. Establishing a 
firm date for the review earlier in the process may have permitted more line officer participation. 


3. Selection of field projects for review: 

The review team should have been more involved in the project selection, perhaps through a 
random process or by giving more specific criteria to the field units to direct their project 
selection (i.e., activity in the RHCA). 


4. Communication: | 
Communication regarding IIT products is very important and needs to be improved. Line 
officers need to be more involved. 


5. Linkage among ongoing efforts: 

There are a lot of efforts underway to meet the needs of aquatic species. In many cases these are 
unconnected. We need to do better at communicating and establishing the links between these 
efforts. 


6. Completion of EAWS: 
Expectation to complete EAWS is not realistic given the declining budgets and personnel. 
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7. Field input and coordination: 

The IIT sub-teams need to coordinate with field units to make sure that the work they are doing 
will be useful and doable. Without sufficient field input, region-wide efforts and requirements 
(e.g., Grazing Module) have the potential to undo focused, important efforts at the local level. 


8. Consistency: | 

The field units emphasized the importance of consistency within the Level 1 team in determining 
what to include in the baseline bulltrout area and in making may affect determinations. The IIT 
was asked to examine this issue in more detail and provide guidance to the field. 


Conclusion 


The Lolo National Forest and BLM Missoula Field Office staff and managers clearly understand 
the INFISH BO requirements and are committed to properly applying them on the ground. Both 
agencies are not viewing INFISH direction as a mere recipe to follow, but are actually working 
as a team of resource specialists and managers to address some difficult, complicated issues. 


The projects selected for review illustrated a wide range of project types, management issues, 
and complications. This greatly increased the Team’s understanding of the issues the field units 
are facing. This review and the feedback provided by the field units on IIT products and 
processes will be very valuable as the IIT assesses regional compliance with the 
PACFISH/INFISH BOs requirements and establishes priorities for interagency efforts in the 
future. 
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